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Despite efforts by the Reagan, Bush

and Clinton Administrations to per-
suade the CNMI to correct these prob-
lems, the situation has only deterio-
rated.

My colleagues, the Senator from
Alaska and I have been patient. After
years of waiting, the time for patience
has ended. Conditions in the CNMI are
a looming political embarrassment to
our country. I urge the Senate to re-
spond by enacting the reform legisla-
tion we have introduced.
f

AGRICULTURAL BOND
ENHANCEMENT ACT

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, yes-
terday, Senator CONRAD, and Rep-
resentatives NUSSLE and BOSWELL
helped me stand up for American agri-
culture.

Agriculture is capital intensive. As a
family farmer myself, I know you can’t
put your love of the land to work if you
don’t have the resources to get started.

My colleagues and I introduced a bi-
partisan bicameral bill that will ex-
pand opportunities for beginning farm-
ers who are in need of low interest
loans for capital purchases of farmland
and equipment. This legislation is
called the ‘‘Agricultural Bond En-
hancement Act.’’

Back in the early 1980s, I realize the
federal government needed to do more
to provide young farmers an oppor-
tunity to start farming. In 1981, I
pushed for pilot projects to establish
the Aggie Bond program. After tempo-
rarily reauthorizing the program many
times I succeeded in making the Begin-
ning Farmer Loan Program permanent
in the 103rd Congress.

Current law permits state authorities
to issue tax exempt bonds and to loan
the proceeds from the sale of the bonds
to beginning farmers and ranchers to
finance the cost of acquiring land,
buildings and equipment used in a farm
or ranch operation. The tax-exempt na-
ture of the Aggie Bonds provides a
below-market interest rate on the loan
made to the farmer or rancher.

The program has been very success-
ful, especially in my home state of
Iowa. Since the beginning of the pro-
gram in 1981, more than 2,600 Iowans
have taken advantage of this oppor-
tunity. Iowa’s program has provided
over $260 million in qualified beginning
loans and the default rate has only
been 1.5% of the total number of loans.
I believe most ag lenders would agree
those are very good numbers.

We have an opportunity to make the
Beginning Farmer Loan Program even
better. Currently, Aggie Bonds are sub-
jected to a volume cap. That puts them
in competition with industrial projects
for bond allocation. This is the problem
we would like to remedy.

Aggie Bonds share few similarities to
Industrial Revenue Bonds and should
not be subjected to the same volume
cap. Insufficient funding due to the vol-
ume cap limits the effectiveness of this
program.

The solution: amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt small
issue bonds for agriculture from the
State volume cap.

During the past three years the Iowa
Agricultural Development Authority
has consistently used all of the $24 mil-
lion bond allocation it was allowed.
Some beginning farmers had to sit idle
until the next year to close their loan,
or pay a higher interest rate if they
closed their loan without the bond.

We cannot afford to stand by and
allow the next generation of family
farmers to lose out on an opportunity
to start farming. The average age of
America’s family farmers continues to
climb.

Deserving young farmers should not
be forced to compete against industry
for reduced interest loans.

The ‘‘Agricultural Bond Enhance-
ment Act’’ will open the door to more
young farmers and help cultivate the
next crop of family farmers in the 21st
century.

f

KOSOVO REFUGEE REGISTRATION

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, we are
all horrified by the human suffering
that we are seeing every day as ethnic
Albanians are being forced to flee
Kosovo. The scope of this tragedy is
overwhelming. Many of the refugees
have not only lost their homes and
other material possessions—they have
been separated from their families and
stripped of their identities, as docu-
ments were stolen and destroyed. While
NATO and the United Nations are try-
ing to manage the refugee crisis, there
have been glaring shortcomings in
their capacity to help refugees to be re-
united with loved ones.

I am pleased the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) is
looking to the private sector for assist-
ance, and that the private sector is
generously contributing equipment,
funds, and expertise to help ease this
horrible situation. UNHCR currently
does not have the technological capa-
bility to furnish a registration system
which could log and issue identifica-
tion papers to over 400,000 displaced
Kosovars who have taken refuge in Al-
bania. So Microsoft, Hewlett-Packard,
Compaq, Securit World Ltd, and
ScreenCheck B.V., have offered to pro-
vide a registration system that will fa-
cilitate the distribution of relief sup-
plies and assist in the reunification of
family members. Clearly, this effort
will make a substantial difference in
helping the refugees in Albania to re-
build their lives. While we automati-
cally rely on government agencies to
respond to such a crisis, it is encour-
aging to see companies step up to the
plate and volunteer assistance they can
provide faster and more efficiently
than the public sector. This kind of pri-
vate sector involvement should serve
as an example for other companies to
follow.

UNITED STATES EMBASSY IN
ISRAEL

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President,
yesterday, Israel marked 32 years since
Jerusalem was united under Israeli
control in the 1967 Mideast war. I rise
today to strongly urge the President of
the United States not to employ the
waiver provision in the Jerusalem Em-
bassy Act of 1995, but rather to fulfill
the intent of that law by moving our
embassy in Israel from Tel Aviv to
Israel’s capital city, Jerusalem.

The United States has diplomatic re-
lations with 184 countries around the
world. With only one of those coun-
tries—Israel—do we neither recognize
the country’s designated capital nor
have our embassy located in the des-
ignated capital. That is as incredible as
it is unacceptable. It is not only that
Israel is one of our closet and most im-
portant allies. Nor is it only the obvi-
ous principle that every country has
the right to designate its own capital.
It is also that there is no other capital
city anywhere whose history is more
intimately associated than is Jerusa-
lem’s with the nation of Israel.

Jerusalem is the only city on earth
that is the capital of the same country,
inhabited by the same people who
speak the same language and worship
the same God as they did 3,000 years
ago. No other city on earth can make
that claim. Three thousand years ago,
David, King of Israel, made Jerusalem
his capital city and brought the Ark of
the Covenant into its gates. Ever since,
Jerusalem has been the cultural, spir-
itual, and religious center of the Jew-
ish people. Twenty-five hundred years
ago an anonymous Jewish psalmist liv-
ing in forced exile wrote the following
words: ‘‘By the rivers of Babylon, there
we sat down and wept when we remem-
bered Zion . . . If I forget the O Jeru-
salem, may my right hand lose its cun-
ning; may my tongue cleave to the roof
of my mouth if I do not remember thee,
If I do not set Jerusalem above my
chief joy.’’

Jerusalem has been a capital city of
an independent country only three
times in its history, and all three were
under Jewish sovereignty: under the
four hundred year rule of the House of
Davids, under the restored Jewish com-
monwealth following the period of Bab-
ylonian exile (586–536 BC), and now
under the reborn State of Israel. Jeru-
salem has been the capital of no other
independent state, nor of any other
people. It has had a continuous Jewish
presence for three thousand years, and
for the last hundred and fifty years,
Jews have been the largest single part
of its population.

In 1947, The United Nations General
Assembly passed the Partition Resolu-
tion for Palestine to partition what is
today Israel, the West Bank, and Gaza
into what was supposed to become a
Jewish state and a Palestinian Arab
state. In the resolution, Jerusalem was
to have been an international city
under UN auspices. The Jewish commu-
nity of Palestine accepted the partition
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proposal but the Arab community,
along with the rest of the Arab world,
refused. Instead, Arab armies invaded
the nascent Jewish state intent on de-
stroying it—a de facto rendering the
Partition Resolution null and void.

Nevertheless, the United States es-
tablished its embassy in Tel Aviv,
where it sits to this day. But Jeru-
salem is Israel’s capital: it is the seat
of its government, its parliament, its
supreme court. The President and
Prime Minister reside there. Our am-
bassador travels daily from Tel Aviv to
meetings with Israeli government offi-
cials in Jerusalem. All major political
parties in Israel agree, moreover, that
Jerusalem will remain Israel’s undi-
vided capital.

The United States Congress also
agrees. Congress overwhelmingly
passed legislation in 1995 that con-
tained an official statement of US pol-
icy on Jerusalem: that it should re-
main united and be recognized as
Israel’s capital, and that our embassy
should be located there by the end of
May, 1999. If the embassy were not lo-
cated in Jerusalem by that date, 50 per-
cent of the State Department’s budget
for buildings and maintenance abroad
would be withheld unless the President
issued a national security waiver. That
is the waiver which the President now
considers issuing. I strongly believe
that he should not do so, that instead
he should do what is right by recog-
nizing that Jerusalem is Israel’s cap-
ital.

There are those who timidly argue
that to do what is right will damage
the peace process. How can that be pos-
sible? Is it not more harmful to fuel
unrealizable expectations by pre-
tending that Jerusalem is not Israel’s
capital or that it might someday be re-
divided? Would it not be better simply
to finally do what we should have done
fifty years ago by recognizing the only
city that could ever be. Israel’s capital,
the one city that has always been
Israel’s capital, the eternal city of Je-
rusalem?

President Clinton stated when he was
running for office on June 30, 1992 the
following: ‘‘Whatever the outcome of
the negotiations, . . . Jerusalem is still
the capital of Israel, and must remain
an undivided city accessible to all.’’ He
was right then, and he has the chance
to do right now.
f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. BOND:
S. 1053. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act

to incorporate certain provisions of the
transportation conformity regulations, as in
effect on March 1, 1999; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

By Ms. COLLINS:
S. 1054. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to enhance various tax in-
centives for education; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. BROWNBACK (for himself and
Mr. AKAKA):

S. 1055. A bill to amend title 36, United
States Code, to designate the day before
Thanksgiving as ‘‘National Day of Reconcili-
ation’’; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CHAFEE:
S. 1056. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to improve tax equity for
the Highway Trust Fund and to reduce the
number of separate taxes deposited into the
Highway Trust Fund, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. HATCH, Mr. CONRAD, Mr.
NICKLES, Mr. KERREY, Mr. GRAMM,
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. BAUCUS,
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. BREAUX, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. ROBB, Mr. COVERDELL,
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. HELMS, Mr.
TORRICELLI, and Mrs. HUTCHISON):

S. 1057. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to simplify certain provi-
sions applicable to real estate investment
trusts; to the Committee on Finance.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. BOND:
S. 1053. A bill to amend the Clean Air

Act to incorporate certain provisions
of the transportation conformity regu-
lations, as in effect on March 1, 1999; to
the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, on March
2, 1999, the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia
issued its decision in the Environ-
mental Defense Fund versus Environ-
mental Protection Agency lawsuit
whereby the EDF filed suit challenging
several provisions of the EPA’s air
quality conformity rule. The court
ruled in favor of the EDF.

This decision overturned a well-es-
tablished EPA rule permitting pre-
viously approved transportation
projects being ‘‘grandfathered’’ into
transportation air quality conformity
plans. The court decision eliminates
any flexibility for local authorities to
proceed with projects and protect them
from disruptions caused by issues often
beyond their control—including
changes in federal regulations and
standards. In addition, the court deci-
sion impacted use of submitted budg-
ets, non-federal project flexibility,
grace periods before SIP disapprovals,
and SIP safety margins.

As of April 19, the Federal Highway
Administration had identified ten
areas in conformity lapse where trans-
portation projects are impacted. The
areas are: Ashland, Kentucky; Mem-
phis, Tennessee; Raleigh, North Caro-
lina; Winston-Salem, North Carolina;
Atlanta, Georgia; Monterey, California;
Santa Barbara, California; Knoxville,
Tennessee; Paducah, Kentucky; and
South Bend, Indiana.

Many people probably thought that
would be the end of the list. To give an-
other example of why this is such an
important issue—one week ago today
the United States Department of
Transportation determined that the

Kansas City metropolitan area’s con-
formity plan had lapsed. The Kansas
and Missouri Divisions of the Federal
Highway Administration halted ap-
proval of transportation projects in the
region. More and more areas could be
faced with this situation.

If we do not address this issue, it
could potentially bring to a halt trans-
portation improvement projects around
the country—further jeopardizing the
safety of the traveling public, hin-
dering economic growth, and in my
opinion, doing nothing to improve the
air quality situation in any of these
areas.

Mr. President, I send a bill to the
desk.

Mr. President, the only thing this
legislation does is amend the Clean Air
Act to reinstate those EPA rules which
were struck down or remanded in the
Environmental Defense Fund vs. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency lawsuit.
No more. No less. This legislation has
zero impact on the Clean Air Act of
EPA’s rules.

In 1997, in the EPA’s information on
the final conformity rule that incor-
porated the 1997 changes, EPA reported
the following:

The conformity rule changes promulgated
today result from the experience that EPA,
the Department of Transportation, and state
and local air and transportation officials
have had with implementation of the rule
since it was first published in November of
1993. While these changes clarify the rule and
in some cases offer increased flexibility, they
will not result in any negative change in
health and environmental benefits.

So the EPA got together with the
stakeholders, issued a rulemaking, pro-
vided the public comment period,
issued a final rule, practiced for several
years, and defended the position in
court. I want to take this position and
codify it.

Mr. President—there will be some
who will argue for more or less restric-
tive changes to the underlying con-
formity provision in the Clean Air Act.
Should that discussion and debate
occur? Yes. I might support some of
those changes. However, we have an
immediate situation where transpor-
tation projects around the country are
or could be impacted by the court’s rul-
ing. States and metropolitan areas
across the country are needing assist-
ance with this issue. I urge my col-
leagues to cosponsor and support this
common sense legislation that simply
takes EPA’s own regulations on con-
formity that the court overturned and
puts them into law.

Mr. President, we must address the
immediate situation and then continue
the debate on conformity to address
further needs.

By Ms. COLLINS:
S. 1054. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1986 to enhance var-
ious tax incentives for education; to
the Committee on Finance.

SAVINGS FOR SCHOLARS ACT

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation, the Sav-
ings for Scholars Act, to help families
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